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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 
The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information disclosure 
statement. 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other information 
submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609.04(a) states, "the list may not be 
incorporated into the specification but must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, unless 
the references have been cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been 
considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-2, 5, 9, 11-12, 14, 31-32, 37-38, 40-41 and 43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Vosbikian et al. (USPN 2678458). 

With regards to claim 1, Vosbikian teaches a handle (not labeled but is inserted into 
reference number 9) and a mop head (7, 8) having a handle attachment surface (9), wherein the 
handle is attached to the handle attachment surface. There is a disposable wipe (1,2) attached to 
the mop head, wherein the wipe is configured to be removed from the mop head by a user of the 
mop. It is considered to be disposable since, after use, it can be removed from the head and 
thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning surface and removes unwanted material from the 
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surface to be cleaned. There is further a squeegee blade (4, 5) attached to the ends of the wipe, 
wherein the blade removed excess fluid from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 2, the wipe is directly attached to the handle attachment surface of 
the mop head (figure 1 and 2) since the wipe is considered to include elements 1 and 2. 

With regards to claim 5, the squeegee blade is made from a rubber material (col. 2, lines 

11-17). 

With regards to claim 9, the squeegee blade and the wipe are both capable of being used 
simultaneously when cleaning the surface to be cleaned. The mop could be used so that long 
vertical side of the wipe is parallel with the cleaning surface, thus causing the blade to contact 
the cleaning surface at the same time. Not shown but clearly could be operated in this manner. 

With regards to claims 1 1 and 12, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning 
surface. When used wet, the cleaning surface can be cleaned using a cleaning solution as shown 
in figure 2. 

With regards to claim 14, the squeegee blade is deformable as shown in figure 2. 

With regards to claim 31, Vosbikian teaches a cleaning apparatus for use with a tool (7, 
8, 9). The apparatus comprises a disposable wipe (1,2) attached to the tool, wherein the wipe is 
configured to be removed from the tool by a user of the mop. It is considered to be disposable 
since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning 
surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a 
squeegee blade (4, 5) attached to the ends of the wipe, wherein the blade removed excess fluid 
from the surface to be cleaned. 
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With regards to claim 32, the squeegee blade is made from a rubber material (col. 2, lines 

11-17). 

With regards to claim 37, the blade comprises a tip that does not contact the wipe when 
the apparatus is used to clean the surface to be cleaned. The tip extends away from the wipe and 
therefore will never contacts the wipe. 

With regards to claim 38, the squeegee blade and the wipe are both capable of being used 
simultaneously when cleaning the surface to be cleaned. The mop could be used so that long 
vertical side of the wipe is in perpendicular contact with the cleaning surface, thus causing the 
blade to contact the cleaning surface at the same time. 

With regards to claims 40 and 41, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form, When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning 
surface. When used wet, the cleaning surface can be cleaned using a cleaning solution as shown 
in figure 2. 

With regards to claim 43, the squeegee blade is deformable as shown in figure 2. 
Claims 1, 8-9, 11-12, 14, 31, 35, 37-38, 40-41 and 44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Graham (USPN 4455705)- 

With regards to claim 1, Graham teaches a handle (element 36 facilitates attachment of 
elongated handle, col. 4, lines 3-7) and a mop head (30) having a handle attachment surface (25, 
36), wherein the handle is attached to the handle attachment surface. There is a disposable wipe 
(16, 17) attached to the mop head, wherein the wipe is configured to be removed from the mop 
head by a user of the mop (figure 5 shows it being removed). It is considered to be disposable 
since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning 
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surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a 
squeegee blade (10, 40) attached to an end of the wipe, wherein the blade removed excess fluid 
from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 8, the squeegee blade is attached to the wipe by mechanical 
fasteners (20). 

With regards to claim 9, the squeegee blade and the wipe are both capable of being used 
simultaneously when cleaning the surface to be cleaned. The mop could be used so that long 
vertical side of the wipe is in perpendicular contact with the cleaning surface, thus causing the 
blade to contact the cleaning surface at the same time (as shown in figure 3; could be used to 
clean the edge of a table or such) 

With regards to claims 1 1 and 12, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

With regards to claim 14, the squeegee blade of Graham is deformable since it is capable 
of bending. While the material used is not disclosed, the definition of a squeegee according to 
Merriam- Webster's Dictionary, 10 th Edition is "a blade of leather or rubber set on a handle" and 
therefore, both leather and rubber are deformable. 

With regards to. claim 31, Graham teaches a cleaning apparatus for use with a tool (25, 
30). The apparatus comprises a disposable wipe (16, 17) attached to the tool, wherein the wipe is 
configured to be removed from the tool by a user of the mop. It is considered to be disposable 
since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning 
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surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a 
squeegee blade (10, 40) attached to and end of the wipe, wherein the blade removed excess fluid 
from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claims 35 and 44, the squeegee blade is attached to the wipe by 
mechanical fasteners (20). 

With regards to claim 37, the blade comprises a tip that does not contact the wipe when 
the apparatus is used to clean the surface to be cleaned. The tip extends away from the wipe and 
therefore will never contacts the wipe. 

With regards to claim 38, the squeegee blade and the wipe are both capable of being used 
simultaneously when cleaning the surface to be cleaned. The mop could be used so that long 
vertical side of the wipe is in perpendicular contact with the cleaning surface, thus causing the 
blade to contact the cleaning surface at the same time (as shown in figure 3). 

With regards to claims 40 and 41, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

Claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, 11-12, 14, 31-33, 35, 37, 40-41 and 43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Leland (USPN 3526918). 

With regards to claim 1, Leland teaches a handle (28) and a mop head (20) having a 
handle attachment surface (18), wherein the handle is attached to the handle attachment surface. 
There is a disposable wipe (12) attached to the mop head, wherein the wipe is configured to be 
removed from the mop head by a user of the mop. It is considered to be disposable since, after 
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use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning surface 
and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a squeegee 
blade (14, 16) attached to an upper end of the wipe (figure 3), wherein the blade removed excess 
fluid from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 2, the wipe is directly attached to the handle attachment surface of 
the mop head (figure 3 shows the handle extending from the wipe). 

With regards to claim 5, the squeegee blade is made from rubber (col. 2, lines 56-64). 

With regards to claim 6, the squeegee blade has a pair of ends that are curved in towards 
one another (figures 2 and 3 show that the short sides of the blade are curved in towards the 
middle). 

With regards to claim 8, the squeegee blade is attached to the wipe by an adhesive (col. 2, 
lines 44-48). 

With regards to claims 1 1 and 12, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

With regards to claim 14, the squeegee blade is deformable since it is made from a 
resilient material such as rubber (col. 2, lines 56-65). 

With regards to claim 31, Leland teaches a cleaning apparatus for use with a tool (18, 
20). The apparatus comprises a disposable wipe (12) attached to the tool, wherein the wipe is 
configured to be removed from the tool by a user of the mop. It is considered to be disposable 
since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning 
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surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a 
squeegee blade (14, 16) attached to the upper end of the wipe, wherein the blade removed excess 
fluid from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 32, the squeegee blade is made from rubber (col. 2, lines 56-64). 

With regards to claim 33, the squeegee blade has a pair of ends that are curved in towards 
one another (figures 2 and 3 show that the short sides of the blade are curved in towards the 
middle). 

With regards to claims 35, the squeegee blade is attached to the wipe by an adhesive (col. 
2, lines 44-48). 

With regards to claim 37, the blade comprises a tip that does not contact the wipe when 
the apparatus is used to clean the surface to be cleaned. The tip extends away from the wipe and 
therefore will never contacts the wipe. 

With regards to claims 40 and 41, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

With regards to claim 43, the squeegee blade is deformable since it is made from a 
resilient material such as rubber (col. 2, lines 56-65). 

Claims 1-2, 5, 9, 11-12, 14, 31-32, 37-38, 40-41 and 43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Pfeifer (DE 2643717). 

With regards to claim 1, Pfeifer teaches a handle (3) and a mop head (1) having a handle 
attachment surface (surface with element 2 connects to), wherein the handle is attached to the 
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handle attachment surface. There is a disposable wipe (4) attached to the mop head, wherein the 
wipe is configured to be removed from the mop head by a user of the mop. It is considered to be 
disposable since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages 
a cleaning surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is 
further a squeegee blade (5) attached to a top end of the wipe (figure 1 and 2), wherein the blade 
removed excess fluid from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 2, the wipe is attached to the handle attachment surface of the mop 
head (figure 2). 

With regards to claim 5, the squeegee blade is made from rubber (abstract). 

With regards to claim 9, the wipe and blade are capable of being used simultaneously 
when cleaning the surface to be cleaned since the major part of the wipe and the blade are 
located on the same plane. 

With regards to claims 1 1 and 12, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

With regards to claim 14, the squeegee blade is deformable since it is made from a 
resilient material such as rubber (abstract). 

With regards to claim 31, Pfeifer teaches a cleaning apparatus for use with a tool (1, 2, 3). 
The apparatus comprises a disposable wipe (4) attached to the tool, wherein the wipe is 
configured to be removed from the tool by a user of the mop. It is considered to be disposable 
since, after use, it can be removed from the head and thrown away. The wipe engages a cleaning 
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surface and removes unwanted material from the surface to be cleaned. There is further a 
squeegee blade (5) attached to the top end of the wipe (figure 1 and 2), wherein the blade 
removed excess fluid from the surface to be cleaned. 

With regards to claim 32, the squeegee blade is made from rubber (abstract). 

With regards to claim 37, the blade comprises a tip that does not contact the wipe when 
the apparatus is used to clean the surface to be cleaned. The tip extends away from the wipe and 
therefore will never contacts the wipe. 

With regards to claim 38, the wipe and blade are capable of being used simultaneously 
when cleaning the surface to be cleaned since the major part of the wipe and the blade are 
located on the same plane. 

With regards to claims 40 and 41, the wipe can be used in dry or wet form. When used 
dry, the wipe could be used to absorb liquids that might have been spilled on the cleaning surface 
or can be used abrasively to remove scuffs on the cleaning surface. When used wet, the wipe 
absorbs cleaning solution and thus helps to clean the cleaning surface. 

With regards to claim 43, the squeegee blade is deformable since it is made from a 
resilient material such as rubber (abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in* which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pfeifer ('717). 

Pfeifer teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention including that one end 
of the wipe is attached to the handle attachment surface of the mop head, the wipe then wraps 
around a portion of the mop head such that the opposite end of the disposable wipe is also 
attached to the handle attachment surface of the mop head (claim 4). Pfeifer however fails to 
teach that the squeegee blade is located on the handle attachment surface (claims 3 and 4). In the 
figures, it is shown that the blade is located on the bottom portion of the mop head and not on the 
handle attachment surface. However, it is known in the art to use mop heads of various sizes for 
different jobs. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use a smaller mop head with the wipe of Pfeifer since the blade 
would then be capable of being on the handle attachment surface because the wipe would wrap 
further around the mop head. 

Claims 5 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Graham ('705) or Vosbikian ('458) both in view of Leland £918). 
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Graham or Vosbikian teach all the essential elements of the claimed invention however 
fail to teach that the squeegee blade is made from a rubber, polyolefin plastic, deformable plastic, 
elastomer or foam (claims 5 and 32). Leland teaches a squeegee blade made from a rubber 
material (col. 2, lines 56-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Graham or Vosbikian so that their blades are made from 
a rubber material as taught by Leland since rubber will allow the blades to conform two 
dimensionally to the curvatures of the surface being cleaned (col. 2, lines 60-63), thus removing 
any excess fluid. 

Claims 7 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Graham ('705), Vosbikian ('458), Leland ('918) or Pfeifer ('717) all in view of Anderson 
(USPN 2155462). 

Graham, Vosbikian, Leland or Pfeifer teach all the essential elements of the claimed 
invention however fail to teach that the squeegee blade has a plurality of ribbed features located 
thereon (claims 7 and 34). Anderson teaches a combination tool with a sponge and a squeegee 
blade (figure 2). The squeegee blade has ribs on the outer surface (8). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the outer 
surface of the squeegee blades of Graham, Vosbikian, Leland or Pfeifer with a ribbed surface as 
taught by Anderson since the ribbed surface increases the number of wiping edges on the blade 
and therefore increases the efficiency of removing moisture from the surface to be cleaned (col. 
2, lines 15-20). 

Claims 10 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pfeifer ('717) all in view of Brown et al. (USPN 6550639). 
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Pfeifer teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention however fails to teach 
that the wipe is an electrostatically treated web. Brown teaches a cleaning sheet that is 
electrostatically charged (abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the wipe of Pfeifer so that is it electrostatically 
charged as taught by Brown since electrostatic charge enhances the ability of the cleaning sheet 
to attract, collect, trap and retain debris during the cleaning process (col. 4, lines 56-59). 

Claims 13 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Graham ('705), Vosbikian ('458), Leland ('918) or Pfeifer ('717) all in view of Kosaka et aL 
(USPN 6608118). 

Graham, Vosbikian, Leland or Pfeifer teach all the essential elements of the claimed 
invention however fail to teach that a melamine based foam attached to the squeegee blade. 
Kosaka teaches a wiper comprising a melamine-molded foam (col. 1, lines 9-12, lines 34-36; col. 
2, lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the blades of Graham, Vosbikian, Leland or Pfeifer with a 
melamine based foam as taught by Kosaka since wipers or blades with the melamine molded 
foam attached show an excellent dirt-removing ability without damaging the surface to be 
washed, and have an excellent durability (col. 2, lines 1-5). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed \ 129 101 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues that Vosbikian fails to teach a wipe since a block of sponge material 
is not a wipe. Dictionary.com teaches that wipe is a piece of absorbent material used for wiping. 
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A sponge can be considered a wipe then because it is made from an absorbent material that is 
used to mop up and absorb liquids. 

The applicant also argues that the block of sponge material is not attached directly to the 
handle attachment surface, however the entire device: sponge and flexible backing are both 
considered to be the wipe and therefore, the sponge and flexible backing are both directly 
connected to the handle attachment surface. 

The applicant argues that the reference fails to teach the squeegee and wipe being used 
together. While the reference may not show them being used simultaneously, it is clear that the 
head can be positioned in any manner (whether or not it is shown in the figures). Therefore, the 
mop head is capable of being used with the long vertical edge of the sponge positioned parallel 
to the surface being cleaned (wherein the bottom of the sponge would then be perpendicular to 
the surface). 

The applicant argues that the cleaning pad of Graham is not attached to the squeegee 
blade. The examiner would like to point out that the squeegee blade could be comprised of both 
elements 40 and 10, since the applicant does not disclose any structural limitations of the blade. 
Even though the reference states that element 10 is an applicator head it is clear that is could be 
considered to be part of the blade since there is nothing in the claim language that prevents it 
from reading on the limitations. Thus, since element 10 is considered to be part of the squeegee, 
the wipe is considered to be attached to the blade by means of fasteners (20). 

The applicant also argues that Graham fails to teach a wipe. Graham teaches a sponge 
like material, which as stated above can be considered a wipe since it is an absorbent material 
used for wiping. 
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The applicant also argues that the reference fails to teach the squeegee and wipe being 
used together. Figure 3 shows the positioning of the device wherein both the wipe and squeegee 
could be used at the same time. 

The applicant argues that reference number 13 in Leland is directed toward an internal 
inner surface and not the actual pad member. The examiner agrees with this, and it is clear that 
the examiner used the incorrect reference number when describing the pad member of Leland. 
The office action has been changed so that reference number 12 is used to describe the pad 
member. 

The applicant also argues that Leland fails to teach a handle attachment surface. The 
applicant states that the reference refers to element 18 as a handle and not a handle attachment 
surface in the specification. While the specification refers to element 18 as a handle, it is clearly 
capable that element 18 is also a handle attachment surface since it is used when attaching handle 
28. Reference number 18 has the same structural limitations of the claimed handle attachment 
surface and therefore is clearly capable of performing the same function. 

The applicant also argues that Leland fails to teach a wipe. Leland teaches a sponge like 
material, which as stated above can be considered a wipe since it is an absorbent material used 
for wiping. 

The applicant further argues that Pfeifer fails to teach a squeegee blade attached to a top 
end of the wipe. The applicant states that the blade is embedded into the wiping cloth and 
contacts both sides of the cloth. While it appears from the pictures that the squeegee is 
embedded within cloth, it is clear that the blade is located at a top portion of the wipe. Whether 
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or not the blade is embedded within the cloth does not take away from the actual location of the 
blade. The blade is still located at the top (upper) portion of the cloth as shown in the figures. 

The applicant further argues that there is no motivation to use the wipe of Pfeifer on a 
smaller mop head. The applicant does not claim the size the of the mop head in the claims with 
relation to the size of the wipe, therefore while Pfeifer teaches using a certain size, it is known to 
one of skill in the art to use various sized mop heads for different jobs. Thus, using a smaller 
mop head with the wipe of Pfeifer would allow the user to clean smaller areas such as hard to 
reach areas. This would not render the invention inoperative since there are no limitations as to 
what the proper ratio of sizing should be for the mop head and the wipe. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shay L. Karls whose telephone number is 571-272-1268. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:00-4:30 M-Th, alternating F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gladys Corcoran can be reached on 571-272-1214. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Shay L Karls 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 1744 





EXAMINER 



